From: WEATHERS WENDY D  
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2005 6:41 PM
To: Kennedy, Laura; Paul Sorenson
Cc: Harshbarger, Robert; JTWOOD@southernco.com
Subject: Final Draft - R04035 and R05002 for Thursday CC
Attached is a final draft of the recommendation, the redirect examples (Appendix B) and the Redlined Standards 9 and 10 for reference (Workpaper). They are not redlined so we can see what the final will look like. This is the only way to go over a final draft in my opinion and make sure there are not mistakes.
A few outstanding issues/questions: 
1) In the examples, we say that you can redirect a parent reservation that has a pending tag against it - the TC doesn't lose the capacity until the tag is implemented. However, we don't have a BP to support this. Do we want to add one?  (We say that a pending reservation does not decrement capacity but we don't address a pending tag.)
2) We adjusted the language in 9.5.2 (and 10.5.2) to say the TC "should" withdraw a request that would exceed the capacity available to redirect instead of they "shall" but we didn't make a similar change in 9.5.1/10.5.1. I think its ok the way it is but we must provide a response on page 24 of the recommendation. 
3) There was a request to define "significant amount" as it is used in standard 1.8 "Each OASIS user must notify the Responsible Party one month in advance of initiating a 'significant amount' of automated queries". We can leave it as is, but must provide a response on page 10 of the recommendation.
4) We have not addressed the part of the R04035 request where Joel included a need to clarify that the "numbered components are 'requirments' of the OASIS Business Practice Standard and not individual standards. We need to provide a response to this request for clarification.
A few comments: 
A) I changed the format of the reference to the minutes. Instead of a link I formatted it like one of the WGQ reccommendations which only provided the dates. And, I pulled the dates I thought were relevant - may want to check these.
B) We had conflicting edits for Standard 10.1.3. Modification 11 recommended edits to the standards but in another place we recommended deleting 10.1.3. I think this came from a 1a conference call. It is discussed on page 15 of the recommendation.
10.1.3.  A request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis shall be queued and treated in the same manner as any other non-firm point to point request, subject to the other requirements of this standard. 
Standard 10.1.3 seems to conflict with 10.1.4. So I recommend it be deleted. The way it was edited was to say that redirects on a non-firm basis will be treated like other redirects on a non-firm basis. This still conflicts with 10.1.4.
C) We need to adjust the numbering of 10.1.4, 5 and 6 to account for 10.1.3 being gone. Can we just show that in the mark-up or do we need to add this to the recommendation?
D) I added some language regarding our request to postpone work on the S&CP and referencing the new Appendix B (examples).
______________________________________________ 
Wendy D. Weathers 
System Operations 
Salt River Project 


